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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This action is responsive to communications: Petition under 37 C.F.R 1.181 (paper 12). filed 9/16/2003, 
and amendment (paper 14) also filed 9/16/2003. 

2. It is respectfully noted that former examiner of record, Charles Bienernan, is no longer examining in art 
unit 2 176. The new examiner of record for the instant case is William Bashore. Please update future 
correspondence accordingly. 

3. Applicant's petition to withdraw finality of an office action has been granted as per decision filed 
10/20/2003 (paper 13), said decision based substantially on the previous Office action's new ground(s) of 
rejection as applied to unamended claims 1 6, and 2 1 . Since the previous Office action did not address the 
sufficiency of affidavit under 37 C.F.R 1.131, and since the instant Office action maintains the same rejections 
as was presented at time of finality, said affidavit need not be evaluated, since it is no longer relevant (see 
page 3 of decision - paper 13). 

4. Terminal Disclaimer filed June 16, 2003 has been accepted by the USPTO. 

5. The objection to the specification regarding hyperlinks and Abstract (see Office action - paper 6), has 
been withdrawn as necessitated by amendment. 

6. The rejection of claim 49 under 35 USC 1 12, second paragraph (see Office action - paper 6), has been 
withdrawn as necessitated by amendment/argument. 

7. Claims 3-4, 6-7, 9-15, 21-22, 24, 26-28, 31, 33-34, 36-44, 46-47, and 50-54 remain rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kikinis and Light et al. 

8. Claims 16-17, 19-20, 48-49, and 55 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Light et al and Capps. 

9. Claims 3-28 and 3 1-55 are pending. Claims 3-6, 9, 1 1-16, 21, 3 1-33, 36, 38-46, 52, 54 are independent 
claims. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



10. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set 
forth in this Office action: 



(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the 
differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall 
not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



11. Claims 3-4, 6-7, 9-15, 21-22, 24, 26-28, 31, 33-34, 36^4, 46-47, and 50-54 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent Number 5,794,259 to Kikinis , issued August 11, 
1998, in view of U.S. Patent Number 6,192,380 Bl to Light et al. . issued February 29, 2001, filed March 
31, 1998. 

Regarding independent claim 3, Kikinis discloses (1) displaying on a computer screen a form 
comprising a plurality of fields, each field having a field identifier and a data entry region into which a data 
value can be written. (Kikinis , Figs. 1, 2.) 

Further, Kikinis discloses (2) determining that a user has selected one of the plurality of fields. (Kikinis , 
col. 4, lines 15-20: "It will be apparent to those with skill in the art that there are a variety of ways the bubble 
feature may be activated. For example, the code could be provided so one may move the conventional screen 
cursor to a field and provide the activating signal by a hot key, displaying the bubble."; col. 4, lines 29-3 1 : "In 
an alternative embodiment the bubble may be invoked at the first use of the control code, and used with the 
,f Normal Fill" selection to fill fields one at a time.") 

Further, Kikinis discloses (3) comparing the field identifier of the selected field to previously stored 
field identifiers and, upon finding a match, displaying a list of suggested data values previously stored in 
response to one or more different forms previously filled in by the user. ( Kikinis. col. 3, lines 66-67: "The code 
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executing matches field names in the form with tags to the prestored information about the user . . ."; col 4, 
lines 7-10: "a preferred embodiment another Hot Key or key combination, or key and mouse button 
combination causes the control code executing to display a bubble 210 having a selection list 212 of tags for 
prestored information.") 

Further, Kikinis discloses (4) in response to the user selecting one of the suggested data values, copying 
the selected one data value into the data entry region of the selected field. (Kikinis, col. 4, lines 22-25: "Any 
one of a variety of mechanisms might be incorporated for selection of a highlighted item in the list, which then 
is inserted into the field to which the bubble points.' 5 ) 

Further, Kikinis does not disclose (5) in response to the user entering a non-suggested data value, 
storing the non-suggested data value into a data storage area for future use. However, Light et al. teaches adding 
to a database a form field identifier and the data entered in the form either automatically or in response to a user 
query when that information was not previously found in the database. ( Light et al., col. 7. lines 1 1-19.) 
Moreover, one of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to implement such a step because it would 
have clearly increased the efficiency of filling out the form to have field values remembered the next time the 
user encountered the form, and because the field identifier would have assisted in locating the data the next time 
it was needed, and the data value entered in the form would have been needed to fill out the form the next time it 
was presented. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have extended 
Kikinis to implement step (5). 

Further, Kikinis inherently discloses prior to step (4) detecting a user-initiated action and inhibiting 
copying of the suggested data value into the data entry region until after receipt of the user-initiated action 
inasmuch as Kikinis teaches copying the suggested data value into the data entry region upon detecting a user- 
initiated action as discussed above regarding step (4) and such copying would not have taken place, i.e., would 
have been inhibited, until after receipt of the user-initiated action. 
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Regarding independent claim 4, the rejection of claim 3 above is fully incorporated herein. 

Further, Kikinis teaches step (1) comprising displaying a web page using an Internet web browser and 
that step (3) is preformed in the Internet Web browser. ( Kikinis , col. 3, lines 47-53: "In an embodiment of the 
present invention, control code is provided to automatically fill in such forms when user activated. The control 
code may be a terminate-and-stay-resident (TSR) program, for example, or a plug-in module to a WEB browser 
application. In a preferred embodiment the control code of the invention is a plug-in to a WEB browser.") 

Regarding independent claim 6, the rejection of claim 3 above is fully incorporated herein. 

Further, Kikinis does not teach step (3) comprising the step of comparing the field identifier of the 
selected field to a first plurality of dynamically updated historical identifiers and also to a second plurality of 
statically created identifiers and displaying suggested data values taken from both sources. However, Light et 
al teach storing identifiers from both sources. ( Light et al, col. 4, lines 32-36: "Generally, the user will wish to 
initially enter the personal information to be filled into the various forms. Alternatively, this step may be 
skipped, and the system may only learn from user input, as will be described below."; see also col. 7, lines 1 1- 
19.) One of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that using identifiers both from a statically created 
profile and extracted from various web sited would have conferred the benefit of providing the greatest 
likelihood that one of the suggested data values would in fact be the data value that the user wished to insert into 
the form Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have implemented the 
steps recited 

Regarding dependent claim 7, Kikinis teaches comparing the field identifier of the selected field to a 
statically created common names data store comprising frequently used field identifiers that are mapped to one 
or more field identifiers in the user profile. (Kikinis, col. 3, lines 35-38; 66-67: 'The tool according to an 
embodiment of the present invention allows a user to quickly link pre-stored information of the sort most 
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usually required by forms to fields in forms, and to transfer such information to the form fields."; "The code 
executing matches field names in the form with tags to the prestored information about the user.") 

Regarding independent claim 9, the rejection of claim 3 above is fully incorporated herein. 

Further, Kikinis teaches a bubble analogous to a pop-down list of suggestions ( Kikinis , Fig. 2, block 
210) and also teaches navigating through the bubble using a computer input device to select the one selected 
data value, and removing the pop-down list after the user has made the selection. (Kikinis, col. 4, lines 7-15: "In 
a preferred embodiment another Hot Key or key combination, or key and mouse button combination causes the 
control code executing to display a bubble 210 having a selection list 212 of tags for prestored information. FIG. 
2 shows how the bubble 210 could look on the screen, after being activated by holding a key and clicking a 
mouse button. The user can move a highlight bar 21 1 up and down, and select an item to be pasted into the field 
where tip (208) is pointing.") 

Regarding dependent claim 10, Kikinis does not teach providing an extendable corner tab permitting 
the pop-down list to be resized by the user. However, notice is taken that such extendable corner tabs were well 
known in the art prior to applicants' claimed invention, as was the benefit of permitting the user to re-size the 
list as needed when suggested values exceeded the size of the list as displayed by default. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have implemented the step 
recited (see Response to Arguments). 

Regarding independent claim 11, the rejection of claim 3 above is fully incorporated herein. 

Further, Kikinis does not teach providing the user with an option to globally disable future storage of 
field data values. However, Light et al. teach disabling storage of field data values on a case-by-case basis. 
( Light et aL col. 7, lines 11-15.) One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to adopt the 
teaching of Light et al. by the recognition that there may have been times when users would be entering values 
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that would only be used once, i.e., that the user would not want stored for future use. Moreover, one of ordinary 
skill in the art would have recognized from the description in the cited portion of Light et al. of iterating through 
field by field that it would have been desirable to allow the user to globally disable storage of data values to 
avoid the irritation of having to repeatedly enter identical negative responses to the question of whether data 
values should be stored Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to provide the 
user with an option to globally disable future storage of field data values. 

Regarding independent claim 12, the rejection of claim 3 above is fully incorporated herein. 

Further, Kikinis does not teach providing the user with an option to disable storage of field data values 
on a field by field basis. However, Light et al. teach disabling storage of field data values on a field by field 
basis. (Light et al. , col. 7, lines 1 1-15.) One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to adopt the 
teaching of Light et al. by the recognition that there may have been times when users would be entering values 
that would only be used once, i.e., that the user would not want stored for future use. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to provide the user with an option to disable storage of field data 
values on a field by field basis. 

Regarding independent claim 13, the rejection of claim 3 above is fully incorporated herein. 

Further, Kikinis does not teach detecting a password field and forcing a user to select whether the data 
value therein will be stored for later use. However, notice is taken that at the time of applicants' invention 
HTML 4.0 provided a form element attribute for specifying a password field so that password characters would 
be masked when typed into a form field and displayed. Accordingly, one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
recognized that the user may not have wanted to save a password in a place where it might accessible for use by 
other users. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have implemented the 
step recited. 
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Regarding independent claim 14, the rejection of claim 3 above is fully incorporated herein. 

Further, Kikinis does not teach detecting a credit card number field and suppressing suggestions in 
response thereto. However, notice is taken that at the time of applicants' invention HTML 4.0 provided a form 
element attribute for specifying a password field so that password characters would be masked when typed into 
a form field and displayed, and that this masking equally could have been applied to credit card numbers. 
Moreover, one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that the user would not have wanted to save a 
credit card number in a place where it might accessible for use by other users. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have implemented the step recited. 

Regarding independent claim 15, the rejection of claim 3 above is fully incorporated herein. 

Further, Kikinis does not teach comparing the field identifier of the selected field to previously stored 
field identifiers that reside on a web site different from the computer on which the form is displayed However, 
Light et al inherently teach such a step inasmuch as they disclose storing field identifiers from whatever web 
site the user happens to be visiting, and then comparing the field identifier of the selected field to the stored field 
identifiers. (Light et al., col. 7, lines 11-19; col. 5, lines 61-65.) Moreover, one of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to implement such a step because comparing field identifiers from multiple websites would 
have increased the likelihood that a suggested value could be found. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to have implemented the step recited. 

Regarding independent claim 21, Kikinis discloses a computer system comprising a processing unit, a 
memory, a display unit, and an interface to a network inasmuch as such a system inherently would have been 
necessary for the web browser application disclosed by Kikinis . (Kikinis, col 3, lines 50-52.) 

Further, the rejection of claim 4 above is fully incorporated herein. 
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Regarding dependent claim 22, it is inherent in Kikinis' disclosure of a bubble, discussed above 
regarding claim 3, that a keystroke or mouse click (i.e., selecting a suggested data value from the pop-up box) 
would be detected and that the system would be inhibited from pasting a suggested value into the form field 
until after receiving the keystroke or mouse click. 

Regarding dependent claim 24, that claim is rejected for the same reasons given above for the 
rejection of claim 6. 

Regarding dependent claim 26, that claim is rejected for the same reasons given above for the 
rejection of claim 9. 

Regarding dependent claim 27, that claim is rejected for the same reasons given above for the 
rejection of claim 12. 

Regarding dependent claim 28, that claim is rejected for the same reasons given above for the 
rejection of claim 15. 

Regarding independent claim 31, a computer-readable medium containing instructions for performing 
the same steps recited in claim 3, the rejection of claim 3 above is fully incorporated herein. 

Further, Kikinis inherently teaches a computer-readable medium inasmuch as Kikinis teaches a CPU 
capable of executing code. (Kikinis, col. 1, lines 59-67.) 



Regarding independent claim 33, a computer-readable medium containing instructions for performing 
the same steps recited in claim 6, the rejection of claim 6 above is fully incorporated herein. 
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Further, Kikinis inherently teaches a computer-readable medium inasmuch as Kikinis teaches a CPU 
capable of executing code. (Kikinis, col. 1, lines 59-67.) 

Regarding dependent claim 34, the rejection of claim 7 above is folly incorporated herein. 

Regarding independent claim 36, a computer-readable medium containing instructions for performing 
the same steps recited in claim 9, the rejection of claim 9 above is folly incorporated herein. 

Further, Kikinis inherently teaches a computer-readable medium inasmuch as Kikinis teaches a CPU 
capable of executing code. ( Kikinis, col. 1, lines 59-67.) 

Regarding dependent claim 37, the rejection of claim 10 above is folly incorporated herein. 

Regarding independent claim 38, a computer-readable medium containing instructions for performing 
the same steps recited in claim 1 1, the rejection of claim 1 1 above is folly incorporated herein. 

Further, Kikinis inherently teaches a computer-readable medium inasmuch as Kikinis teaches a CPU 
capable of executing code. (Kikinis, col. 1, lines 59-67.) 

Regarding independent claim 39, a computer-readable medium containing instructions for performing 
the same steps recited in claim 12, the rejection of claim 12 above is folly incorporated herein. 

Further, Kikinis inherently teaches a computer-readable medium inasmuch as Kikinis teaches a CPU 
capable of executing code. (Kikinis , col. 1, lines 59-67.) 



Regarding independent claim 40, a computer-readable medium containing instructions for performing 
the same steps recited in claim 13, the rejection of claim 13 above is folly incorporated herein. 
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Further, Kikinis inherently teaches a computer-readable medium inasmuch as Kikinis teaches a CPU 
capable of executing code. ( Kikinis , col. 1, lines 59-67.) 

Regarding independent claim 41 , a computer-readable medium containing instructions for performing 
the same steps recited in claim 14, the rejection of claim 14 above is fully incorporated herein. 

Further, Kikinis inherently teaches a computer-readable medium inasmuch as Kikinis teaches a CPU 
capable of executing code. (Kikinis, col. 1, lines 59-67.) 

Regarding independent claim 42, a computer-readable medium containing instructions for performing 
the same steps recited in claim 15, the rejection of claim 15 above is fully incorporated herein. 

Further, Kikinis inherently teaches a computer-readable medium inasmuch as Kikinis teaches a CPU 
capable of executing code. (Kikinis, col. 1, lines 59-67.) 

Regarding independent claim 43, the rejection of claim 3 1 above is fully incorporated herein. 

Further, Kikinis does not teach do not teach inhibiting display of suggested data values for password 
fields unless the URL from which the form was generated matches a previously stored URL. However, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have displayed suggested password values only when 
matching URLs could be found because one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that passwords 
could have been different from site to site. 

Regarding independent claim 44, the rejection of claim 3 1 above is fully incorporated herein. 
Further, Kikinis teaches the computer-executable instructions comprising a web browser that displays 
web pages and provides web navigation functions. ( Kikinis , col. 3, lines 50-52.) 
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Regarding independent claim 46, the rejection of claim 3 1 above is fully incorporated herein. 

Further, Kikinis does not teach detecting a username field and then automatically copying a password 
previously used in response to the username into a password field However, such a step would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art because one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that that 
usernames and passwords are generally associated with each other. 

Regarding dependent claim 47, the rejection of claim 43 above is fully incorporated herein. 

Regarding dependent claim 50, Kikinis does not teach detecting a username field and then 
automatically copying a password previously used in response to the username into a password field However, 
such a step would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art because one of ordinary skill in the art 
would have recognized that that usernames and passwords are generally associated with each other. 

Regarding dependent claim 51, the rejection of claim 43 above is fully incorporated herein. 

Regarding independent claim 52, the rejection of claim 46 above is fully incorporated herein. 

Regarding dependent claim 53, the rejection of claim 43 above is fully incorporated herein. 

Regarding independent claim 54, the rejection of claim 46 above is fully incorporated herein. 

Further, the combination of Kikinis and Light et al. does not does not teach prompting the user to 
indicate whether a password field should be stored for a URL when no indication to store a password has been 
previously indicated. However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have so 
prompted the user because one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that the user might not want 
the password automatically stored because the user might not have wanted to give others access to the password 
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and also would have recognized that if the user had not previously stored the password the reason might be that 
the user had not yet had the opportunity to do so, and did in fact want the password stored. 

12. Claims 5, 23, and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kikinis in 
view of Light etah and further in view of U.S. Patent Number 6,199,079 to Gupta et al. , issued March 6, 
2001, filed March 20, 1998. 

Regarding independent claim 5, the rejection of claim 3 above is fully incorporated herein. 

Further, Kikinis does not teach comparing the field identifier of the selected field to previously stored 
field identifiers having the same URL and, upon finding a match, displaying the suggested data values having 
the same URL. However, Gupta et al. teach a form's URL as a criterion for selecting form data (Gupta et al., 
col. 8, lines 26-27), which would have suggested the recited step to one of ordinary skill in the art because such 
a person would have recognized that field identifiers having the same URL were likely to represent the same 
fields on the same form Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have 
compared the field identifier of the selected field to previously stored field identifiers having the same URL and, 
upon finding a match, displayed the suggested data values having the same URL. 

Regarding dependent claim 23, the rejection of claim 5 above is fully incorporated herein. 

Regarding independent claim 32, the rejection of claim 31 above is fully incorporated herein. 
Further, the rejection of claim 5 above is fully incorporated herein. 
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13. Claims 8, 25 and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kikinis in 
view of Light et al. as applied to claims 7, 21, and 33, respectively, above, and further in view of 
applicants' specification. 

Regarding claims 8 ? 25, 35, Kikinis does not teach comparing the field identifier of the selected field to 
field identifiers in a statically created standard vCard schema. However, applicants disclose in the specification 
(page 2, line 21) that the standard vCard schema was known in the art prior to applicants' invention. One of 
ordinary skill in the art would have recognized the benefit of being able to compare selected field identifiers to 
field identifiers in a schema conforming to an established standard Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to have implemented the step recited in claims 8, 25, and 35 respectively. 

14. Claims 16-17, 19-20, 48-49, and 55 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Light et al. in view of U.S. Patent Number 5,666,502 to Capps, issued September 9, 1997. 

Regarding independent claim 16, Light et al. teach (1) displaying on the user's computer a first form 
comprising a first plurality of text fields each comprising a field identifier and a data entry region into which a 
data value can be written. ( Light et al. , col. 2, lines 53 - col. 3, line 17.) 

Further, Light et al. teach (2) entering a data value into one of the first plurality of text fields and storing 
the entered data value into a database. (Light et al , col. 7, lines 1 1-19.) Light et al. do not disclose storing the 
entered data into a local storage area on the user's computer. However, Capps teaches storing suggested values 
on the user's computer inasmuch as Capp s teaches a computer system ( Capps, Fig. 1) that stores and uses a 
history list of suggested values (Ca pps, col. 10, lines 3-5), which would have suggested to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to store entered data on the user's local computer because such a step would have made data readily 
available without risking the potential inefficiencies of accessing data through a network. Therefore, it would 
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have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have entered a data value into one of the first plurality of 
text fields and storing the entered data value into a local storage area on the user's computer. 

Further, Light et al, disclose (3) displaying a second form comprising a second plurality of text fields 
comprising field identifiers different from those in the first form inasmuch as Light et al. teach that their 
invention is embodied in a web browser that visits a plurality of web pages ( Light et al., col. 2, lines 53-62). 

Further, Light et al teach (4) detecting whether one of the text fields in the second form is correlated 
with one of the text fields on the first form despite having a different field identifier, and retrieving a 
correspondingly previously stored data value in response thereto. ( Light et al. , col. 6, lines 6 1-67: "At block 
590, the system queries whether the data filled in matches information in the database. This is applicable if a 
different tag is used by the web page for known data. For example, the tag 'Christian name' may be used in a 
foreign web page, for the data tagged 'first name' in the database. The data entered by the user would still be 
'John', or the appropriate first name.") 

Further, Light et al. do not teach suggesting the data value retrieved in step (4) to the user as a possible 
value to be entered into the second form However, Capps teach displaying values from a history list to the user 
as possible values to be entered into the second form (Capps, col. 13, lines 2-4.) One of ordinary skill in the art 
would have recognized that such a step would have provided the benefit of allowing the user to determine 
whether a suggested value was appropriate instead of inserting a matched value that might be wrong, or not 
offering the user any value at all. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
have extended Light et al. to implement step (5). 

Regarding dependent claim 17, as noted above regarding claim 16, Light et al. teach generating a 
plurality of forms from a plurality of web sites. 



Regarding dependent claim 19, Light et al. do not teach retrieving and displaying in a list previously 
stored data values. However, Capp s teaches such a step. (Ca pps, col. 13, lines 2-4.) One of ordinary skill in the 
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art would have recognized that such a step would have provided the benefit of allowing the user to determine 
whether a suggested value was appropriate instead of inserting a matched value that might be wrong, or not 
offering the user any value at all. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
have extended Light et al to implement the step recited in claim 19. 

Regarding dependent claim 20, Light et al. teach inhibiting the release of the suggested data value 
until the user has manipulated a user input device. ( Light et al., col. 6, lines 25-29: "At block 550, the user is 
queried whether it is acceptable to fill-in the data.") 

Regarding dependent claim 48, Light et al. do not teach detecting a username field and then 
automatically copying a password previously used in response to the username into a password field. However, 
such a step would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art because one of ordinary skill in the art 
would have recognized that that usernames and passwords are generally associated with each other. 

Regarding dependent claim 49, Light et al. do not teach do not teach inhibiting display of suggested 
data values for password fields unless the URL from which the form was generated matches a previously stored 
URL. However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have displayed suggested 
password values only when matching URLs could be found because one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
recognized that passwords could have been different from site to site. 

Regarding dependent claim 55, Light et al, do not teach prompting the user to indicate whether a 
password field should be stored for a URL when no indication to store a password has been previously 
indicated. However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have so prompted the user 
because one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that the user might not want the password 
automatically stored because the user might not have wanted to give others access to the password and also 



Application/Control Number: 09/388,351 Page 17 

Art Unit: 2176 

would have recognized that if the user had not previously stored the password the reason might be that the user 
had not yet had the opportunity to do so, and did in fact want the password stored 

15. Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Light et al. in view of 
Capps as applied to claim 16 above, and further in view of applicants' specification. 

Neither Light et al nor Capps teach using Bayesian inference techniques. However, as applicants admit 
beginning at line 21 on page 20 of their specification, Bayesian inference techniques were well known in the art 
at the time of applicants' claimed invention. Moreover, one of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to use Bayesian inference techniques to determine whether two form fields were correlated because 
such techniques predict probabilities; i.e., if there was a high probability that two form fields matched, then one 
would probably want to use a value from the first field in filling in the second. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have extended the combination of Light et al. and Capp s to use 
Bayesian inference techniques. 

16. Claim 45 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kikinis in view of Light et 
al. and further in view of Capps . 

Regarding dependent claim 45, the rejection of claim 3 1 above is fully incorporated herein. 

Further, Kikinis does not disclose that the computer-executable instructions permit the user to delete one 
of the previously stored suggested data values. However, Capp s teaches removing the least recently used item 
from a history list when the list has reached maximum size. (Capps, col. 16, lines 13-15.) Moreover, one of 
ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that not only would it be beneficial to automatically remove 
items so that the list did not grow too large, but also that sometimes when the list got too large users might want 
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to delete an item other than the least recently used Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to permit the user to delete one of the previously stored suggested data values. 



17. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 

Introducing Microsoft Windows 95, 1995 Microsoft Corporation, page 72 (cited for support of Official 
Notice). 



Response to Arguments 

1 8. Applicant's arguments filed 9/16/2003 (as paper 14) have been fully and carefully considered but are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant argues on pages 2-3 of the amendment that Kikinis does not teach "displaying a list of 
suggested data values previously stored in response to one or more different forms previously filled in by the 
user" Applicant additionally argues that Kikinis teaches the display of tags, instead of displaying actual data 
values (Applicant stresses the difference between a copied data value, and a selected tag). 

The examiner respectfully notes that Kikinis teaches a system for filling in fields of Internet forms. An 
embodiment of Kikinis comprises a pop-up bubble of suggestions for filling in portions of said forms (Kikinis 
Figure 2). In addition to Kikinis's teaching that "a user can move a highlight bar 211 up and down, and select 
an item to be pasted into the field where tip (208) is pointing" (see Kikinis column 4 lines 13-15), Kikinis's 
Figure 2 bubble suggestions (i.e. "Resume") represents a collection of data values used for filling in a form. 
Since each suggestion is clearly associated with one or more specific values, the skilled artisan using Kikinis's 
invention is aware that selecting a displayed suggestion is analogous to (and results in) selection of the 
associated data values themselves. A user of Kikinis wishes to fill in specific data values as represented by the 
suggestions, therefore, it would have been at least obvious to the skilled artisan that analyzing/selecting the 
displayed bubble suggestion "Resume", or "American Express ™ Acct. #1", is analogous to analyzing/selecting 
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its representative set of data value(s), and therefore, said data value(s) can be fairly interpreted as being 
"displayed" in a sense by its representative displayed suggestion. 

Applicant argues on page 3 of the amendment that supporting evidence should be presented in support 
of Official Notice taken in the rejection of instant claim 10. Claim 10 claims an extendable corner tab permitting 
resizing of a pop-down menu. It is respectfully noted that Kikinis's Figure 2 bubble is a graphical window. 
Microsoft Windows 95 reference, figure on page 72 (see paragraph 17 above), teaches a known resizing method 
using an extended corner tab as applied to a graphical window within the Windows 95 operating system (a 
known and typical operating system). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to have applied this known method to Kikinis's bubble window. 

Applicant argues on page 4 of the amendment that the Office Action relies on conclusory statements 
without particular reason or motivation to arrive at the claimed invention (in particular, claim 1 1). The examiner 
respectfully notes that Light et al. teaches disabling storage of field data values on a case-by-case basis. (Light 
et al, col. 7, lines 1 1-15.). In additional support of the instant rejection using Light's "case by case" teaching, 
Light et al. teaches an authorization evaluation unit to determine restrictions on data. A user submits an 
authorization level for data. Said evaluation unit (on a case by case basis) may prevent fill in of data values 
(therefore preventing storage), depending upon said user submitted authorization, therefore the user is globally 
preventing future storage of data. 

Applicant argues on page 4 of the amendment that the cited references do not teach the limitations of 
claims 13 and 14. The examiner notes that HTML 4.0 provided a form element attribute for specifying a 
password field so that password characters would be masked when typed into a form field and displayed. 
Accordingly, one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that the user may not have wanted to save a 
password in a place where it might accessible for use by other users, and that one would have recognized that 
the user would not have wanted to save a credit card number in a place where it might accessible for use by 
other users. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have implemented the 
step recited. 




• 



* 
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Applicant argues on page 5 of the amendment that the cited references do not teach the limitations of 
claim 15. The examiner notes that Light et al. inherently teach such a step inasmuch as they disclose storing 
field identifiers from whatever web site the user happens to be visiting, and then comparing the field identifier 
of the selected field to the stored field identifiers. 

Applicant's arguments on pages 6-1 1 of the amendment are substantially similar to those previously 
presented, and have been previously addressed. 



19. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth 
in37CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from the 
mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this 
final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory 
period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1. 136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no 
event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this 
final action. 

20. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to William Bashore whose telephone number is (703) 308-5807. The examiner can 
normally be reached on Monday through Friday from 1 1 :30 AM to 8:00 PM EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Joseph Feild, can be reached on (703) 305-9792. 



Conclusion 
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Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application should be directed to the 
Group receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-3900. 



21. Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C. 20231 

or faxed to: 

(703-872-9306) (for formal/after-final communications intended for entry) 

Hand-delivered responses should be brought to Crystal Park II, 2121 Crystal Drive, 
Arlington, VA, Fourth Floor (Receptionist). 



William L. Bashore 
Patent Examiner, AU 2176 
November 12, 2003 



